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pools proliferated, they became sites of lei-
sure and recreation. Alarmed at the sight of 
women and men of different races swimming 
together, public officials moved to impose 
rigid segregation. 

As African Americans fought for desegre-
gation in the 1950s, public pools became fre-
quent battlefields. In Marshall, Texas, for 
example, in 1957, a young man backed by the 
NAACP sued to force the integration of a 
brand-new swimming pool. When the judge 
made it clear the city would lose, citizens 
voted 1,758–89 to have the city sell all of its 
recreational facilities rather than integrate 
them. The pool was sold to a local Lions’ 
Club, which was able to operate it as a 
whites-only private facility. 

The decisions of other communities were 
rarely so transparent, but the trend was un-
mistakable. Before 1950, Americans went 
swimming as often as they went to the mov-
ies, but they did so in public pools. There 
were relatively few club pools, and private 
pools were markers of extraordinary wealth. 
Over the next half-century, though, the num-
ber of private in-ground pools increased from 
roughly 2,500 to more than four million. The 
declining cost of pool construction, improved 
technology, and suburbanization all played 
important roles. But then, so did desegrega-
tion. As historian Jeff Wiltse argues in his 
2007 book, Contested Waters: A Social His-
tory of Swimming Pools in America: 

Although many whites abandoned deseg-
regated public pools, most did not stop swim-
ming. Instead, they built private pools, both 
club and residential, and swam in them. . . . 
Suburbanites organized private club pools 
rather than fund public pools because club 
pools enabled them to control the class and 
racial composition of swimmers, whereas 
public pools did not. 

Today, that complicated legacy persists 
across the United States. The public pools of 
mid-century—with their sandy beaches, 
manicured lawns, and well-tended facilities— 
are vanishingly rare. Those sorts of amen-
ities are now generally found behind closed 
gates, funded by club fees or homeowners’ 
dues, and not by tax dollars. And they are 
open to those who can afford to live in such 
subdivisions, but not to their neighbors just 
down the road. 

Whatever took place in McKinney on Fri-
day, it occurred against this backdrop of the 
privatization of once-public facilities, giving 
residents the expectation of control over who 
sunbathes or doggie-paddles alongside them. 
Even if some of the teens were residents, and 
others possessed valid guest passes, as some 
insisted they did, the presence of ‘‘multiple 
juveniles . . . who do not live in the area’’ 
clearly triggered alarm. Several adults at 
the pool reportedly placed calls to the police. 
And none of the adult residents shown in the 
video appeared to manifest concern that the 
police response had gone too far, nor that its 
violence was disproportionate to the alleged 
offense. 

To the contrary. Someone placed a sign by 
the pool on Sunday afternoon. It read, sim-
ply: ‘‘Thank you McKinney Police for keep-
ing us safe.’’ 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
this is not dealing with a vast group of 
protesters, which, ultimately, did 
occur in the last 24 hours in that area. 
This is dealing with youngsters. Many 
of us raise children and send them to 
pools and various camps, and we hope 
they will be well, but this is under-
standing the whole level of law en-
forcement. Again, I believe it is time 
for the Congress to re-create the crimi-
nal justice system. 

Juveniles are naturally fearful of au-
thority and lack maturity when faced 

with fearful events. Running is the nat-
ural instinct of most youth, and in this 
case, the youth attempted to leave 
when the police approached to disperse 
the crowd. Then the police chased, 
shooting a Taser. When the officer con-
fronted the young girl with aggression, 
other youth attempted to help her— 
that is, teenagers—who were also 
threatened with force by the officers. 
These children received mixed mes-
sages. Establishing trusting relation-
ships between youth and police officers 
is of the utmost responsibility. 

What I would say is that the outrage 
and the expressions of a community 
and parents came about because we 
were not talking to each other, because 
actions did not track what those young 
people were doing in McKinney. They 
were being teenagers. They were run-
ning. They may have had the 
incidences of misbehavior, and, frank-
ly, they could have been handled in a 
way that the misbehavior could have 
been addressed. 

Why now? 
Again, I opened with the remarks 

that we now have an opportunity to 
kick-start this wonderful discussion of 
criminal justice reform. Wonderful? 
Yes, because, in America, we are a na-
tion of civilians and law. The civilian 
law enforcement is made up of those 
who implement those laws, but the 
Constitution reigns as well. I look for-
ward to working with the chairman 
and the ranking member and all of the 
Members of this body and the Judici-
ary Committee for a very constructive 
journey on letting the American people 
know that we hear their pain, that we 
respect those who uphold the law, and 
that we are going to work construc-
tively to do that. 

I left Houston while talking to a po-
lice officer. I know he is not listening, 
but let me just simply say thank you 
for the service that you give. Hope-
fully, he will hear this and will know 
that we are committed to working to-
gether in this Congress. I ask my col-
leagues to support House Resolution 
295. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, in 

closing, I want to thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) and the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
CLEAVER) for their hard work on this, 
for coming to see me and others on our 
side of the aisle about this important 
issue, and for working with us on get-
ting the language straight in this reso-
lution in order to make sure that we 
are properly encouraging this explo-
ration while also taking into account 
the issues that arise with the use of 
body cameras. 

I want to thank the ranking member 
and the former chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, Mr. CONYERS, and the 
ranking member of the subcommittee, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE, for their work on 
this as well. I also want to thank all of 
the staff involved. 

This is an important issue, and it 
will help to inform us as we move 

ahead on a number of issues related to 
criminal justice reform. I urge my col-
leagues to support the resolution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
GOODLATTE) that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution, 
H. Res. 295. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 54 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1830 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at 6 o’clock and 
30 minutes p.m. 

f 

COMMODITY END-USER RELIEF 
ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on passage of 
the bill (H.R. 2289) to reauthorize the 
Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion, to better protect futures cus-
tomers, to provide end-users with mar-
ket certainty, to make basic reforms to 
ensure transparency and account-
ability at the Commission, to help 
farmers, ranchers, and end-users man-
age risks, to help keep consumer costs 
low, and for other purposes, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 246, nays 
171, not voting 15, as follows: 

[Roll No. 309] 

YEAS—246 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 

Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 

Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
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